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In the coming weeks we may ex-
pect. much news about Congress’s

$350,000 (now , marked down to

- $150,000) probs to find out who

leaked to CBS news correspondent
Daniel Schorr a House committee in-
telligence report which cost taxpayers
$470,000 and which Congress wanted
kept secret.

For a complete background neces-
sary to understand all this, readers
are referred to a long article by 1. F.
Stone in the April 1 issue of the New
York Review of Books. Izzy tells you
what you need to know about how
things leak, why he thinks Schorr

was right and Congress wrong, and -

what a “detailéa” is. {(He's a CIA man

assigned -to- the executxve or levlsla-‘

tive branch )

But while thn Schorr case gets tha
headlines, something else will be
going on that readers ought to know

about, involving attempts to compel’

ith2 CIA to disclose the names of all
US news organizations and employees
who have been or are working for the
CIA. . -

And in this respect, the Globe's
Ombudsman, quite used to criticizing
o:hers, has to confess an error-of his
own. In a column of Feb. 18 on the
redia and the CIA, we expressed
doubt that the news media would
Tnake serious efforts to compel disclo-
sure of the names.

We relied on a story in The Wash-
ington’ Post by Walter Pincus con-
cerning two Feb. 4 meetings of CIA
director George Bush with top offi-
cials of the CBS network and the
New VYork Times, describing Walter
Cronkite as “the only person who
made a strong pitch to Bush that
ther2 should e full disclosure of past
CIA cornections with newsmen.”

Sinca then, John B. Oakes, the
HNew Yock Times's Editor of the Edi-
has vrritten me the fol-
% cancerning the Feb, 4 ineeting

tarial Page,

r Arthur O. Sulzberger,
TS WAl present:

% .. 'Tre published report -

andonar

_sure, but said,
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of the Times people there had con-
doned the CIA's employment of jour-

nalists in the past, or a fortiori in the.

present or future, is absolutely false.
We in no sense gave the CIA a ‘green
light” on this subject, 'as implied in
the Washington Post story.”

So we checked with Clifton Dan-
iel, Associate Editor of the Times,
who heads its Washington Bureau. He
confirmed that the Times is persist-
ing in its attempis o obtain discle-
“The short answer is
that I have had several responses

(from the CIA) tut no information.”

- The Times, he said, made two sep-
arate inquiries to the CIA. Daniel
made one on Jan. 23 in a short letter
to the CIA’s Freedom of Information
Coordinator, requesting names of for-
eign and American news organiza-
tions that have sinca 1947 “wittingly
or unwittingly” allswed newspaper-
men to perform work for the CIA.

The reply, dated Jan. 29 said the
CIA would search;its records but
asked if the Times would payv ihe

- fees. Daniel replied on Feb. 2 that he

would pay the fees but assumed they
would be small since the information
sought had already been furnished to
the Senate Inteliigence Committee.
The CIA coordinztor answered, in 2
letter received Feb. 10, that the infor-
mation was classified and, therzfore,

.the CIA would not supply it. Daniel

then turned ths matter over to the
Times's. lawyers in New York.

Meanwhile, he had sent another
Jetter to the CIA con Feb. 4 requesting
the names of Times. ermployees nd
stringers who “knowingly or unknow-
ingly” had actad cn behalf of
CIA. This request, T)amol said, was
made for internal use, “to police cur
own people.”

A slmxlar rogu2s

t had also bezen-
A

~:'_:ng Editor
beren

Approved For Release 2007/06/22 : CIA-RDP99-00498R000100040066-8

and in tnpolluted news, it iz d

the CIA would not comment s6a tha
past or on the present use of stringars
or pari-time correspondents. This was
in a letter dated Feb. 8 from : .us‘n o
publisher Sulzberger, who had writ-
ten to Bush after the Feb. § 'meeung.

The New York Times then decided

to combine all of the requesis in ona
letter. And again, the Times wasi
turned down. While the newspaper
abandoned its publisher’s request, it !
persisted on the larger issue. Told
that it could appeal io the CIA’s “Ia-
formaticn Appeal Committee™ from:
the denial of the material sought, the
Times filed such an appeal on March
11. The CIA acknowledged this in a
letter received March 13 by Daaiel,
saying ihe appeal is now undsr con-
sideration. On Llarch 23, it still -vas,

A5 we szid belore, the issue is
vital to the iniegrity of the me
And how far the matter will now ha
carried remains to be seen, But agart
from further action by the New Yor!
Times, we can watch — and hopa —
for two other happenings. .

One is the release, perhaps in mid-
April, of the Senate Intelligence Com- -
mittee report, though it has already
been thrice postponed. Ancther is .
possible court action under the Fres-.,
dom of Information Act. Jack L.andaua™
of ine Washl.‘)ton Yased Regortecs’ !
Committee for Freedom of the :’re»

. tz.l!s ts that any person-or newspape

an brmsr suit under that law.

Sinca the CIA publicly promi:
last Feb, 11 to stop nsm,, effeciiva
immediztely, any foreign eOrresnon-
dants or «;trinmrs for US madia, snd
since the public and media have an
overriding intecest in fuil <izelosurd

ez how a CIA claim of
,9'1 material” or

either
ional se-
ouid stand up in ecourt.

curity™ ¢
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